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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 6/21/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

According to the applicant Fertner, as well as the other cited references, fail to teach a 
mean-squared error minimization constrained according to a weighted spectral flatness 
term. Fertner discloses a constant y that is defined by the following equation. 

Equation 1 

Where yn is the equalized symbol, and Sn is the transmitted signal and therefore Sn-no is 
the transmitted signal compensated for the delay introduced in the transmission 
channel. Spectral Flatness is a spatial correlation between the actual signal shape and 
the theoretical signal shape. A weighted spectral flatness ternn is not further defined by 
the applicant, so that the term y can be interpreted as a weighted spectral flatness term, 
as it is a weighting term that must obey the constraints of equation 1, where equation 1 
relates the actual (transmitted) signal and the theoretical (equalized) signal. Fertner 
expresses in equation 31 (col. 10, line 62) that the cost function J(n o) is equivalent to 
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the minimum mean squared error. The minimum mean squared error can be said to be 
constrained, or dependent, upon y, according to the equation 21 (col. 9, line 58). 

J{n'oH{TEQ„@h„)-rb{n-n'o)V 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendments filed on 6/21/2005 under 37 CFR 1 .131 has been considered 
but is ineffective to overcome the originally cited references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the. 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 6, 9, 13-16 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mukherjee in view of Fertner. 

Claims 1,13, Mukherjee discloses a digital transceiver (fig 2) comprising: 
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• analog circuitry coupled to a communications facility, for transmitting and 
receiving analog signals in the time-domain over a transmission channel (26R) 

• a coder (20R) / decoder (40R) coupled to said analog circuitry 

• a time-domain equalizer process, including a conventional finite impulse 
response (FIR) filter 

• a Fast Fourier Transform to recover the symbols from the subchannels (33R) 

• a frequency domain equalizer to the output of the Fourier transform to remove 
frequency response corresponding to the response of the transmission channel 
from the signal (35R) 

Mukherjee does not disclose the coefficients derived according to a mean-squared error 
minimization constrained according to a spectral flatness, however Fertner discloses the 
coefficients of the digital filter of the time-domain equalizer (fig 3, 53) are selected by 
minimizing negative effects of interference with a mean squared error (MSE) term (col. 
5, lines 58-62). Further, Fertner discloses the minimum mean squared error term is 
constrained by a weighted spectral flatness term. Although Mukherjee's transceiver 
does not choose coefficients according to a mean squared error term, Mukherjee does 
choose the coefficients of the equalizer according to the response of the transmission 
channel (col. 8, lines 33-35). Further, Fertner discloses that the use of the minimum 
mean squared error to choose the equalizer coefficients minimizes the inter-symbol 
interference (col. 6, lines 11 -14). Because of this advantage in choosing coefficient 
terms it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
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incorporate the use of mean squared error as disclosed by Fertner for choosing 
coefficients in Mukherjee's apparatus. 

Claim 2 inherits the limitations of Claim 1, further Mukherjee discloses a conventional 
finite impulse response (FIR) filter that is implemented by way of a software routine 
performed by a digital signal processor (DSP) (col. 8, line 33). 

Claim 3, inherits limitations of Claim 1. In his transceiver Mukherjee further discloses a 
process which adds a circular prefix to the bitstream (24R) and also a process (32R) to 
eliminate the circular prefixes to interframe portions of the data sequence before the 
data enters the Fourier Transform (33R). 

Claim 4, inherits all of the limitations of Claim 1. Further Mukjerhee teaches an analog 
front end (AFE 12) which includes filters (column 11, lines 36, 37). 

Claim 6, Fertner discloses a training mode in which equalizer filter coefficients 
processor (fig 3, 53) calculates optimal timing equalizer coefficient vectors. Coefficients 
are chosen to minimize negative effects of interference from adjacent symbols based on 
minimizing the mean-squared error. The use of the mean square error minimization is 
discussed in the above paragraph. The use of a training mode is well known in the art 
because it allows an equalizer to quickly calculate coefficients that will best compensate 
for noise and interference. These common techniques would make it obvious at the 
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time of invention to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Fertner's training mode 
into Mukjerhee's apparatus. 

Claim 9, Mukherjee discloses a digital transceiver including analog front end receiving 
components for recovering digital signal components (abstract) comprising: 

• analog-to-digital converter (48C, 48R) 

• a time-domain equalizer process, including a conventional finite impulse 
response (FIR) filter 

• a Fast Fourier Transform to recover the symbols from the subchannels (33R) 

• a frequency domain equalizer to the output of the Fourier transform to remove 
frequency response corresponding to the response of the transmission channel 
from the signal (35R) 

Mukherjee does not explicitly disclose that the analog signals correspond to a plurality 
of frequency subbands, however, as the data is found in frequency subchannels when 
converted to the frequency domain, it is implied that the analog signals corresponded to 
a plurality of frequency subbands. Mukherjee also fails to disclose the coefficients 
derived according to a mean-squared error minimization constrained according to a 
spectral flatness, however Fertner discloses the coefficients of the digital filter of the 
time-domain equalizer (fig 3, 53) are selected by minimizing negative effects of 
interference with a mean squared error (MSE) term (col. 5, lines 58-62). Further, 
Fertner discloses the minimum mean squared error term is constrained by a weighted 
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spectral flatness term. Although Mukherjee's transceiver does not choose coefficients 
according to a mean squared error term, Mukherjee does choose the coefficients of the 
equalizer according to the response of the transmission channel (col. 8, lines 33-35). 
Further, Fertner discloses that the use of the minimum mean squared error to choose 
the equalizer coefficients minimizes the inter-symbol interference (col. 6, lines 11-14). 
Because of this advantage in choosing coefficient terms it would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the use of mean squared 
error as disclosed by Fertner for choosing coefficients in Mukherjee's apparatus. 

Claim 14 inherits the limitations of Claim 13. Mukherjee further discloses a process in 
his transceiver which adds a circular prefix to the bitstream (24R) and also a process 
(32R) to eliminate the circular prefixes to interframe portions of the data sequence 
before the data enters the Fourier Transform. 

Claim 15, inherits the limitations of Claim 13. Further Fertner discloses a training mode 
in which equalizer filter coefficients processor (53) calculates optimal timing equalizer 
coefficient vectors. Coefficients are chosen to minimize negative effects of interference 
from adjacent symbols based on minimizing the mean-squared error as explained in 
Claim 1. 
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Claim 16, inherits the limitations of Claim 13, further Mukherjee discloses a 
conventional finite impulse response (FIR) filter that is implemented by way of a 
software routine performed by a digital signal processor (DSP) (col. 8, lines 30-34). 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-4, 6-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

7. Claims 1, 6, 9, 13, all contain the limitation, weighted spectral flatness term is: 

—a 

However, the Claim fails to properly define the terms of the equation, without which the 
equation cannot be properly be evaluated. All of the variables and terms in W(e*^), 
Ak(e'^) must be properly defined within the claim for clarification. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Erin M. File whose telephone number is (571)272-6040. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Chin can be reached on (571)272-3056. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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